
THE VIKUAMA ERA IN THE PANJAB. 1003

preceding his cremation. In Tirhut, at the present day,
honey is used for this purpose. In 1877 I was in Madhubani,
on the Nepal frontier, just at the time of Jang Bahadur's
death a few miles away in the Taial. Natives told me that
the body was kept in a trough (?drona) filled with honey
for quite a long time, while his wives were being sent from
Kathmandu, so that one or more (I forget how many) should
become sail at his cremation.

P. 666. The reference to the kings of the Nagas who
honoured a dona of the Buddha relics, and who dwelt at
Ramagilma, a place beyond the borders of India, may be
compared with the Su r i/a-garbha-sutra of the Mahd-samnipdta
quoted by Monsieur Sylvain Levi on p. 4 of No. v of his
Notes Chinoises stir I'Inde. Here Buddha gives the Nagas
special charge of the caitya at Gosrnga in Khotan. I have
often mentioned that by tradition the earliest inhabitants
of Kasmlr were Niigas.

G. A. GRIERSON.

THE ALLEGED USE OF THE VIKRAMA ERA IN THE

PANJAB IN 45 A.D.

In the July (1906) number of this Journal Dr. Fleet
again discusses the date of the Takht-I-Bahai inscription,1

which is dated in the year 103 of an era not specified by
name and also in the twenty-sixth year of the reign of
a king named Guduphara (Gondophares). Dr. Fleet re-
iterates his conviction that the era to which the figures 103
must be referred is that usually called the Vikrama era,
but known in early times as the era of the Malavas ; and
states that " to Mr. Vincent Smith's expression of doubt,
not even supported by any indication of a reason, about
the Indian era of B.C. 58 having been in use in the time
of Gondophernes, no importance attaches" (p. 707). The

1 M. Foucher, who visited the site, spells the name Takht-i-Bahai {V'Art
Greco-Souddhique, passim), and says, " Takht-i-Bahai doit son nom a un puits
legendaire qui est cense en communication souterraine ayec le Swat" (ibid.,
p. 171).
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1004 THE V1KRAMA ERA IN THE PANJAB.

criticism miglit have been worded more courteously, but let
that pass; the substance is the important matter. When
I have expressed doubts as to the use of the Yikrama or
Malava era in the north-western Banjiib in 45 or 46 A.D.,
the date of the Takht-i-Bahai inscription, if it is rightly
referred to that era, I did not think it necessary to show
in detail that the doubts are based on strong grounds,
because the question of the early history of the era has
been so thoroughly discussed by Professor Kielhorn in
articles familiar to Dr. Fleet that I supposed the reasons
for my hesitation to be obvious from perusal of those
articles. But the criticisms on my silence compel me to
set them forth.

Professor Kielhorn, in his concluding article (Ind. Ant.,
xx, 401), examines the " locality and names of the era."
The leading propositions which he deduces from the 200
earliest dates investigated are as follows :—

" The earliest known dates, from V. 428 to 898, are therefore
all from eastern Rajputana, chiefly from that part of eastern
Rajputana which borders on, or is included in, Malava . . .
Prom Rajputana the list takes us in an eastern direction, first to
the neighbouring State of Gwalior, and afterwards through.
Bundelkhand and Rewah as far as Gaya in Bihar .
Our earliest known dates to about V. 900 are all from eastern
Rajputana, especially from that part of Eastern Rajputana
which, borders on, or is included in, Malava. From there,
if we may judge by the dates collected, the era spread
first towards the north-east and east, to Kanauj and to Gwalior
and Bundelkhand, and afterwards towards the south-east and
south, to Malava proper and Anhilvad (including Kathiavad).
And, speaking generally, down to about A.D. 1300 the use of the
era was confined to that comparatively small portion of India
which would be included by straight linos drawn from the mouth,
of the Narbada. to Gaya, from Gaya to Delhi, and from Delhi to
the Runn of Cutch, and by the line of coast from the Runn of
Cutch back to the mouth of the Narbada. "Within these limits
and down to the time mentioned the era was officially employed,
especially by the Chaulukya and Vaghela princes of Anhilvad,
the Paramaras of Malava, the Chandellas of Bundelkhand, the
earlier and later dynasties of Kanauj, and the chiefs of Rajputana."
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THE VIKRAMA ERA IN THE PAJSMAB. 1005

These conclusions, being based on a rigorous induction
from all the available material, and drawn by the greatest
authority on the subject, are absolutely trustworthy. Most
readers, I think, will be of opinion that they offer at least
" an indication of a reason " for hesitating to affirm
categorically that the Vikrama era was used by the subjects
of an Indo-Parthian kingdom in the north-western Panjab
in 45 or 46 A.D. I have never denied that the Takht-I-
Bahai inscription may possibly be dated in the Vikrama
era, although I always hesitated to affirm that it was so
dated, and now believe that the probabilities are against
Dr. Fleet's theory. It seems to me extremely unlikely that
an era, the ascertained use of which, previous to 1300 A.D.,
was confined within the limits defined by Professor Kielhorn,
should have been familiar to the residents of an Indo-
Parthian kingdom of Taxila in 45 A.D. My statement
(Z.D.M.G., 1906, p. 71) that " I doubt very much if the
so-called Vikraina era was then in use " appears to be fully
justified by the facts, as ascertained by Professor Kielhorn.

He proceeds to note that only five inscriptions specify
their dates as being recorded in the ' Malava era,' or some
variety of that expression. " They show that from about the
fifth to the ninth century the era was by poets believed to
be especially used by the princes and people of Malava,
while another era or other eras were known to be current in
other parts of India. At the same time, considering that our
earliest dates are actually from south-eastern Rajputilna and
the parts of Miilava adjoining it, the employment of the
word Malava in connection with the era may be taken to
point out fairly accurately the locality in which the era
was first employed. What special circumstances may have
given rise to its establishment I am unable to determine at
present."

Dr. Fleet's theory concerning the Takht-I-Bahai inscription
date would be much strengthened if he could indicate any
probable means by which an era, not known to have been
in use anywhere earlier than 370 A.D., and, as shown by
Professor Kielhorn, originating apparently in Malava,

J.B.A.S. 1906. 65
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1006 THE VIKRAMA ERA IN THE PANJAB.

became familiar at Taxila in 45 A.D. What grounds exist
for his assertion that " the era was in current use from the
very year in which we know its initial point fell ? " I am
not aware of any, and Professor Kielhorn's exhaustive
collection of facts supplies none. Of course, Dr. Fleet holds
the opinion that the inscriptions of the reign of Kanishka,
beginning from the year 3 (JUp. Ind., viii, 176), are dated
in the Vikrama era, but the proof of the validity of that
opinion has not yet been published. He asserts (Journal,
1905, p. 232) that " whatever may be urged to the
contrary, it [the Vikrama era] was certainly founded,
though the fact cannot perhaps be actually proved at
present . . . . by Kanishka, whose northern capital,
it may be remarked in passing, was Takshasila, Takkasila,
Taxila, close to the locality to which the Takht-i-Bahi
record belongs." Such ex cathedra assertions of ' certainties'
which ' cannot be proved at present' do not necessarily carry
immediate conviction. I may remark also, in passing, that
some difficulty may be experienced in proving that Taxila
was the capital of Kanishka.

Dr. Fleet's theory about the origin of the Vikrama era is
categorically stated in the continuation of the passage above
quoted. " The Malava or Vikrama era," he writes, " was
founded by Kanishka, in the sense that the opening years of
it were the years of his reign. It was actually set going
as an era by his successor, who, instead of breaking the
reckoning, so started, by introducing another according to
his own regnal years, continued that same reckoning. It
was accepted and perpetuated as an era by the Miilava
people, whose territory, with its capital then at ' Nagar ' or
' Karkota-Nagar' near ' Tonk,' was in the immediate vicinity
of Mathura, the southern capital of Kanishka and his
direct successors, and who were plainly subjects at that time
of the kings of Mathura. It thus derived from the Malavas
its earliest known formal appellation; namely, Malava-
ganasthiti, ' the reckoning of the Malavas,' as explained by
Professor Kielhorn (IA, 19, 57). And eventually, in or
about the ninth century A.D., it came to be known as the
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THE VIKRAMA ERA IN THE PANJAB. 1007

Vikrama era, in circumstances which have been elsewhere
indicated by the same scholar (IA, 20, 407 ff.)."

Several propositions embedded in this remarkable state-
ment are pure hypotheses, unproved, and beset with many
difficulties. It is legitimate for other people to interpret
the evidence in another fashion. I am quite ready to
accept Dr. Fleet's or anybody else's views on any subject
when adequately supported. In the present case I accept
Professor Kielhorn's, which rest upon a well-laid basis of
ascertained fact, and are inconsistent with Dr. Fleet's theory.

My statement (Z.D.M.G., 1906, p. 71) that it is "quite
possible that the [Takht-I-Bahai] inscription may be dated
in the Csesarean era of Antioch for instance, which ran from
49 or 48 B.C., or in some other foreign era," was intended
merely as a caution and a hint that archaeologists might
easily be mistaken in confining their attention to eras of
purely Indian origin when discussing the chronology of
semi-foreign frontier kingdoms in the first century A.D.
Coins of Antioch exhibit dates in the Caesarean year up to
257 (Num. Chron., 1904, p. 1M4). But I do not attach
importance to the particular suggestion. The idea in my
mind when I made it was that it is possible that in an Indo-
Parthian kingdom of the period in question an era of
Grrasco-Roman origin might have been in use; and that idea
is, perhaps, not so absurd as it seems to Dr. Fleet.

It is hardly worth while to argue about the exact form of
the name Gondophares. The coins exhibit several varieties
of it, and it is true that there is no authority for Dr. Fleet's
form Gondophernes, although it is to some extent supported
by the analogy of Holophernes, etc., and the Kharosthi form
Gudapharna. But we may just as well write Gudaphernes
as Gondophernes, and so it is more convenient to keep the
form Gondophares, which is sanctioned by European usage
since about 1841. Whatever form we use is merely
a roughly Hellenized transcription of a native name, and
several variations are equally legitimate. The native name
itself was written in more ways than one.

I may utilize this opportunity to notice certain small
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1008 THE VIKRAMA ERA IN THE PANJAB.

matters, and to point out, with reference to Dr. Fleet's
article on the inscription of the Peshawar or Taxila vase,
(Journal, 1906, p. 712), that we are not "dependent upon
two reproductions of it." We have a third, Dr. Yogel's
(ibid., p. 550), taken direct from the vase, now in the
Lahor Museum, which is presumably correct, and differs
from that used by Dr. Fleet.

Again (ibid., p. 655), Dr. Fleet prefers Major Vost's
spelling Piprahava to Piprahwa or Piprawa as written by
me. But either of the latter forms correctly expresses the
local pronunciation of the name, and if a stranger were
to ask the way to Piprahava he might find himself in
a difficulty. Major Vost never has visited the Kapilavastu
region, and his spelling is a purely fancy one. The name
seems to be modern, meaning, like scores of other village
names, ' the place with a conspicuous piped (pipar, Ficus
reliyiosa) tree'; and the correct spelling is -whatever best
expresses the pronunciation.

Dr. Fleet (ibid., p. 708) quotes my definition of the
position of Taxila as being " now represented by miles of
ruins to the north-west of Rawalpindi, and the south-
east of Hasan Abdal"; and adds the sarcastic comment,
" or, as other writers have decided, it may be closely located
at the modern Shah-Dheri, which is in that locality." A
city like Taxila occupied much space, and its site cannot
be taken as equivalent only to a single village. " The
ruins," writes Cunningham (Reports, ii, 116), " of the ancient
city near Shah-dheri, which I propose to identify with
Taxila, are scattered over a wide space extending about
three miles from north to south, and two miles from east
to west." The various villages included in that area are
shown in Cunningham's plate lvii. My statement, there-
fore, is perfectly accurate, and properly indicates the
position with reference to well-known places marked on
ordinary maps.

My view that Gondophares was king of Taxila, who
extended his sway over Sind and Arachosia by conquest,
is criticised with the remark that " it is not quite evident
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WRONGLY CALCULATED DATES. 1009

why the matter has been put in that way: unless it is
because other writers have rather suggested the contrary"
(ibid., p. 708). There is no justification for such an innuendo.
Differences of opinion must continue to exist concerning
the obscure problems of ancient history, and may be
expressed without exposing an author to the unfounded
charge of writing merely for the sake of opposition.

VINCENT A. SMITH.

WRONGLY CALCULATED DATES, AND SOME DATES OF THE

LAKSHMANASENA ERA.

With great interest I have studied various papers on
historical subjects published by Mr. Monmohan Chakravarti
in the Journal of the Asiatic Society of Bengal. I am also
glad to see that Mr. Chakravarti has attempted to verify
a number of Indian dates taken from inscriptions and
manuscripts. But his results do not seem to me to be
always reliable. The following remarks may perhaps induce
him to re-examine some of his calculalions.

In a paper of his on the last Hindu kings of Orissa, in the
Journ. As. 8oc. Beng., vol. lxix, pt. 1, p. 180 ff., 1 find on
four pages no less than six wrong week-days.

On page 180, the 29th May, A.D. 1437, is put down as
a Tuesday, but was a Wednesda} .̂ Similarly, on page 181,
the 26th August, A.D. 1455, was a Tuesday, not a Saturday ;
and the 12th May, A.D. i461, a Tuesday, not a Monday.
On page 181, the 28th November, A.D. 1470, was a
Wednesday, not a Tuesday. And on page 183, the
20th June, A.D. 1472, was a Saturday, not a Thursday;
and the 18th April, A.D. 1485, a Monday, not a Thursday.
As it is very easy to find the week-day for a particular date
A.D., I am at a loss to account for such errors. But I clearly
see that any conclusions drawn from such dates may not
perhaps be very readily accepted.

Mistakes of another kind we find in a paper of
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